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Arguments to be Considered by Pre- Appeal Brief Conference Panel 
I. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) 

Claims 1-14 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Morley 
(US-A-4,276,594). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) is respectfaUy traversed. 

A. Independent Claim 1 

The Examiner alleges that Morlev discloses determining if the fetched program 
instruction would require three unified memory accesses during a single instruction cycle. The 
Examiner points to column 58, lines 17-20, of Morlev to support this allegation. Column 58, 
lines 17-20, states, "The 6800 accesses this RAM during the PHC) of the MIO cycle. During 
serial I/O, this time is used to fetch/store characters and update pomters. For parallel FO, this is 
used to fetch parameters for the PIA." 

Contrary to the Examiner' position, this passage of Morlev fails to discuss or disclose any 
determination with respect to the number of unified memory accesses that would be required 
during a single instruction cycle. At column 58, lines 17-20, Morlev teaches that the RAM 
includes a parallel I/O port and a serial I/O port. Moreover, Morlev teaches that the RAM is 
access through the Serial I/O and the Parallel I/O to fetch data from the memory. 
Notwithstanding the use of both the Serial I/O and the Parallel I/O to fetch data from the 
memory, Morlev fails to teach determining if the fetched program instruction would require three 
unified memory accesses during a single instruction cycle for proper execution of the fetched 
program instruction since only two fetches are discussed. 

In response to this argument, the Examiner states that it is the Examiner's interpretation 
of the teachings of Morlev that "the number of unified access [sic] can be determined and three 
unified accesses is [sic] possible." [Emphasis added.] The Examiner further states, "the system 
[of Morlev] has the capability to perform a determination if a request for a determination is 
made." [Emphasis added.] Notwithstanding these assertions, the Examiner has failed to identify 
any passages in Morlev to support the Examiner's allegations. 

In other words, absent any specific passages of in Morlev that teach making a request to 
determine the number of unified memory accesses that would be required during a single 
instruction cycle and follow-up determination, the Examiner's assertions are mere conjecture of 
what Morlev could possibly teach as the Examiner has failed to provide any specific evidence to 
the contrary. 
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The Examiner also alleges that Morley discloses accessing the unified memory a first 
time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with a dummy 
access and points to column 58, lines 17-20, of Morley to support the allegation. Contrary to the 
Examiner' position, this passage of Morley faUs to discuss or disclose any type of dummy access 
of the unified memory. Thus, this passage of Morley cannot provide any basis for a finding of 
anticipation to the limitation corresponding to accessing the unified memory a fkst time, during 
the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with a dummy access of 
independent claim 1. 

Lastly, the Examiner alleges that Morley discloses accessing the unified memory a 
second time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with a 
data access and points to Figure 28 to support the allegation. With respect to Figure 28, the read 
operation illustrates that during the PH3> of the MIO cycle, the data from the memory is accessed 
and placed on the bus; during the PHI of the MIO cycle, the data sits on the bus; and during the 
PH2 of the MIO cycle, the data on the bus is uploaded or read. Thus, the memory is only access 
once per MIO cycle and fails to anticipate accessing the unified memory a second time, during 
the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with a data access, as set 
forth by independent claim 1. 

In summary, with respect to independent claim 1, Morley fails to teach (1) determining if 
the fetched program instruction would require three unified memory accesses during a single 
instruction cycle for proper execution of the fetched program instruction; (2) accessing the 
unified memory a first time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program 
instruction, with a dummy access; and/or (3) accessing the unified memory a second time, during 
the instruction cycle associated with die fetched program instruction, witii a data access. 
B. Independent Claim 6 

The Examiner alleges that Morley discloses accessing the unified memory a first time 
during the second instruction cycle with a dummy access when it is determined that the program 
instruction accessed for a second instruction cycle is a conditional program code discontinuity 
and points to column 58, lines 17-20, of Morlev to support the allegation. 

Contrary to the Examiner' position, this passage of Morley fails to discuss or disclose 
accessing the unified memory a first time during the second instruction cycle widi a dummy 
access when it is determined that the program mstruction accessed for a second instruction cycle 
is a conditional program code discontinuity, as set forth by independent claim 6. Column 58, 
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lines 17-20, of Motley merely teaches that the RAM may include a parallel I/O port. Column 58, 
lines 17-20, of Morlev is void of any teachings directed to accessing the unified memory a first 
time during the second instruction cycle with a dummy access when it is determined that the 
program instruction accessed for a second instruction cycle is a conditional program code 
discontinuity, as set forth by independent claim 6. 

Also, the Examiner alleges that Morley discloses accessing the unified memory a second 
time during the second instruction cycle to read a new instruction when it is determined the 
program instruction accessed for a second instruction cycle is a conditional program code 
discontinuity, thereby delaying the instruction access from the unified memory for the second 
instruction cycle by a half cycle and points to Figure 28 to support the allegation. With respect 
to Figure 28, the read operation illustrates that during the PH<D of the MIO cycle, the data jfrom 
the memory is accessed and place on the bus; during the PHI of the MIO cycle, the data sits on 
the bus; and during the PH2 of the MIO cycle, the data on the bus is uploaded or read. Thus, the 
memory is only access once per MIO cycle and fails to anticipate accessing the unified memory 
a second time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with 
a data access, as set forth by independent claim 6. 

In summary, with respect to independent claim 6, Morlev fails to teach (1) accessing the 
imified memory a first time during the second instruction cycle with a dummy access when it is 
determined that the program instruction accessed for a second instruction cycle is a conditional 
program code discontinuity; and/or (2) accessing the unified memory a second time, during the 
instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with a data access. 
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C. Independent Claim 9 

The Examiner alleges that Morlev discloses accessing the unified memory a first time, 
during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched last instruction of loop, with a dummy 
access and points to column 58, lines 17-20, of Morlev to support the allegation. 

Contrary to the Examiner' position, this passage of Morlev fails to discuss or disclose 
accessing the unified memory a first time, during the instruction cycle associated with the 
fetched last instruction of loop, with a dummy access, as set forth by independent claim 9. 
Column 58, Unes 17-20, of Morlev merely teaches that the RAM may include a parallel I/O port. 
Column 58, lines 17-20, of Morlev is void of any teachings directed to accessing the unified 
memory a first time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched last instruction of 
loop, with a dummy access, as set forth by independent claim 9. 

Moreover, the Examiner alleges that Morlev discloses accessing the unified memory a 
second time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched last instruction of loop, with 
a data access and points to Figure 28 to support the allegation. With respect to Figure 28, the 
read operation illustrates that during the PHO of the MIO cycle, the data firom the memory is 
accessed and place on the bus; during the PHI of the MIO cycle, the data sits on the bus; and 
during the PH2 of the MIO cycle, the data on the bus is uploaded or read. Thus, the memory is 
only access once per MIO cycle and fails to anticipate accessing the unified memory a second 
time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with a data 
access, as set forth by independent claim 9. 

In summary, with respect to independent claim 9, Morlev fails to teach (1) accessing the 
unified memory a first time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched last 
mstruction of loop, with a dummy access; and/or (2) accessing the unified memory a second 
time, during the instruction cycle associated with the fetched program instruction, with a data 
access. 

D. Independent Claim 13 

The Examiner alleges that Morlev discloses accessing the unified memory with a dununy 
access during execution of the last instruction of the loop and points to column 58, lines 17-20, 
of Morlev to support the allegation. 

Contrary to the Examiner' position, this passage of Morlev fails to discuss or disclose 
accessing the unified memory with a dummy access during execution of the last instruction of 
the loop as set forth by independent claim 13. Column 58, Hues 17-20, of Morley merely teaches 
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that the RAM may include a paraUel I/O port. Column 58, lines 17-20, of Morley is void of any 
teachings directed to accessing the unified memory with a dummy access during execution of the 
last instruction of the loop, as set forth by independent claim 13. 

Moreover, the Examiner alleges that Morley discloses accessing the unified memory, a 
second time, with a data access during execution of the last instruction of the loop and points to 
Figure 28 to support the allegation. With respect to Figure 28, the read operation illustrates that 
during the PHO of the MIO cycle, the data from the memory is accessed and place on the bus; 
during the PHI of the MIO cycle, the data sits on the bus; and during the PH2 of the MIO cycle, 
the data on the bus is uploaded or read. Thus, the memory is only access once per MIO cycle 
and fails to anticipate accessing the unified memory, a second time, with a data access during 
execution of the last instruction of the loop, as set forth by independent claim 13. 

In summary, with respect to independent claim 13, Morley fails to teach (1) accessing the 
unified memory with a dununy access during execution of the last instruction of the loop; and/or 
(2) accessing the unified memory, a second time, with a data access during execution of the last 
instruction of the loop. 

Accordingly, in view of all the reasons set forth above, the Pre- Appeal Brief Conference 
Panel is respectfully requested to reconsider and instruct the Examiner to withdraw the present 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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